REMARKS 

By an Office Action dated March 2, 2005 in the file of the above-identified 
application by the Examiner on the basis of informalities under §112 and also based on a 
prior art rejection under §103. By the changes made above to the claims and the arguments 
presented herewith the applicants respond to each of these grounds of rejection. Based on 
this submission, reconsideration of the merits of this patent application is respectfully 
requested. 

The applicants acknowledge that the Examiner has correctly pointed out informalities 
under §112, first paragraph and second paragraph in the claims as filed. It is believed that the 
applicants have address each of those by the changes made to the claims above. The 
language to Claim 9 has been restored that is necessary to for the claim to make sense. The 
offending language about "shutting off light" in Claim 1 has been changed, to reflect that the 
actual event is the switching of the micromirror which directs light to the first synthesis 
position so as to direct light away from the first synthesis position, which is believed the 
subject matter that is supported and taught in the specification. Lastly, the recitation of the 
"synthesis period" at the end of Claim 1 has been changed to "synthesis position" which is 
the proper language for the claim. Accordingly, it is believed the §112 objections are 
correctly addressed by the changes to the claims made above. 

The applicants still believe that the combination rejection applied by the Examiner 
under §103 against the claims of this application is not properly supported. Applicants 
acknowledge that Garner teaches a method of making arrays including using a micromirror to 
photodeprotect synthesis areas of the array. The applicants do not believe that the Sweatt et 
al. reference adds anything to the teaching of Garner. Garner teaches that all of the 
micromirrors in the array are turned on and off in unison to initiate or to stop 
photodeprotection activities in each of the cells of the array which are under synthesis. 

The Examiner has cited Baker for the teaching a method of quality control for 
photolithography in which one measures illumination intensities for two different positions in 
the illumination area, evaluate the difference in illumination intensity and adjust the 
illumination intensity of the light directed to the brighter area to match that of a less bright 
area. Stated in that way, the applicants have no argument that this reading of Baker is 
correct. However, Baker teaches that that purpose of achieving uniformity is achieved by 
interposing a gray scale mask in between the light source and the area of activity initiated by 
the light intensity. Nothing in Baker suggests that such creation of uniformity could be 
changed by timing changes in the illumination pattern rather than by imposing a mask. 
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The applicants assert that the fair reading of Garner and Baker, as a combined 
teaching, would be that one would measure the intensity of the illumination created by the 
device of Garner and then create a mask, as Baker teaches, that can be interposed between the 
micromirror array and the site of ray synthesis to adjust for variations in the intensity of light 
coming from the mircomirror array. Baker suggests making such a mask and the applicants 
asserts that the fair combination of applying the Baker teaching to Garner would be to use 
such a mask in front of the micromirror of Garner. 

It is true that Gamer teaches oligomer photosynthesis using micromirror illumination 
which does not, in the manner taught by Gamer, require a mask. The reason to avoid masks 
in the construction of DNA microarrays is because that you need a large number of masks in 
order to make an array. Since there are four base pairs for each element of the array, if an 
array of DNA molecules which are twenty-five pairs in length, one needs one hundred masks 
in order to make the microarray. The advantage of being maskless is simply that one does 
not have to make the one hundred masks. However, making a single mask to adjust 
photographic intensity would not have the same inherent disadvantage and would be a single 
simple operation that could be implemented in the manner taught by the Baker reference. 
Nothing in Baker suggests that an alteration in illumination intensity be made by time cycling 
something like a micromirror, as the applicants have done here. 

The applicants assert that none of these references even fairly anticipates the problem 
solved by the applicants here. Nowhere does Garner seem concerned about the variations 
which might occur in illumination intensity. While the Baker reference is concerned about 
that, its solution is not what is claimed in this application. The applicants have a novel and 
innovative solution to non-uniform intensity that is not taught by either of the references and, 
the applicants assert, is not fairly made obvious by either reference or their combination. 
This combination of references would simply lead to something that is different than what the 
applicants claim here. 

Please note that the claims of this application have specific method steps, which 
require specifically time cycling the mirrors so as to illuminate for a shorter period of time for 
illumination areas which are brighter so that the total light energy delivered to each location 
is the same. This concept is recited in each of the independent Claims 1 and 9 and is not 
taught or suggested in any of the references cited by the Examiner. Accordingly, it is 
believed that these references cannot make the concepts as claimed in Claims 1 and 9 
obvious. 
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Based on the foregoing, the Examiner is respectfully requested to revisit the merits o 
this patent application one more time. 

A separate petition for extension of time is submitted herewith so that this response 
will be considered as timely filed. Please charge the extension fee to Deposit Account No. 
17-0055. 



Respectfully 




tolas J. Se; 
Reg. No.: 22p86 
Attorney for Applicants 
QUARLES & BRADY LLP 
P.O. Box 2113 
Madison, WI 53701 



TEL 608/251-5000 
FAX 608/251-9166 
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